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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
clains 1, 5, 9, 11, 12, 16 and 17. Caim 3 has not been
appealed. dainms 19 and 20 have been all owed and clains 2, 4,

6-8, 10, 13-15 and 18 have been cancel ed.

The invention is directed to a one-pi ece hooded socket
contact, best illustrated by reference to Figures 1 and 2 of
the application and to representative independent claiml,

reproduced as foll ows:
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1. A one-piece hooded socket contact formed froma sheet
netal blank that is rolled to formthe contact body
conpri si ng:

a contact body having a forward mating section and a rear
Wi re connection section;

said mating section conprising a generally cylindrica
hood having a front end and a reverse bend of nore than 90° at
said front end to forma plurality of spring fingers and | ead-
in tabs between said fingers, all lying within said hood and
extending rearwardly fromsaid hood front end with at | east
said fingers extending inwardly toward the center axis of said
cylindrical hood; and

said tabs having a length | ess than one-quarter that of
said fingers, and being stiff to guide a pin contact with said
tabs formng at |least three radially innernost |ocations
circunferentially spaced apart by about 120° about said axis
and lying on an imaginary circle to center a pin contact of
generally cylindrical shape in said hood.

The exam ner relies on the follow ng references:

Gst apovi tch 4,152, 042 May 1, 1979
Sei dl er 4, 139, 256 Feb. 13, 1979
Schubert 5,119, 664 June 9, 1992
Wir st er 5,167, 543 Dec. 1, 1992
Takenouchi 5, 350, 321 Sep. 27, 1994

Cainms 1, 5, 9, 11, 12, 16 and 17 stand rejected under

35 US.C. &8 103. As evidence of obviousness,

t he exam ner

cites Ostapovitch and Wirster with regard to clains 1 and 9,

adding Seidler with regard to claim5. Wth regard to clains

11 and 12, the exam ner relies on Ostapovitch, Wirster

and
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Schubert. The exami ner relies on Gstapovitch, Wrster,

Sei dl er and Takenouchi with regard to clains 16 and 17.

Reference is nade to the briefs and answer for the

respective positions of appellant and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON
W will sustain the rejection of claim16 under 35 U. S. C
8§ 103 but we will not sustain the rejection of clains 1, 5, 9,

11, 12 and 17 under 35 U. S.C. § 103.

Turning first to independent clains 1 and 9, the exam ner
appl i es the conbi nati on of Gstapovitch and Wirster against the
claims. Ostapovitch clearly discloses a socket fornmed of a
sheet netal blank with a contact body having forward and rear
sections. At the front end, there is a reverse bend of nore
than 90 degrees which fornms a plurality of spring fingers 13
and lead-in tabs 50, all lying wwthin a “hood” of the socket
and extending rearwardly fromthe front end and with the
fingers extending inwardly toward the center axis of the hood.

See Figures 19 and 20 of Gstapovitch.
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Wil e Gstapovitch’s contact structure is shaped |ike a
“box” and Wirster’s device is shaped partly cylindrical and
partly cone-shaped, it is clear to us that the cylindrica
portion of Wirster and the el ongated box-shape of Ostapovitch
woul d have suggested enploying a cylindrical shape to the
hooded socket of Ostapovitch and appel |l ant does not argue the

cylindrical shape of the hood as a patentable distinction.

Wth regard to the claimlimtation of the tabs “form ng
at least three radially innernost |ocations circunferentially
spaced apart” by about 120 degrees about a central axis in
claim1l and simlar |language in claim9, the exam ner points
out, at page 3 of Paper No. 11, that Wirster shows this
generally clained structure and that it would have been
obvi ous to provide Ostapovitch with Wirster’s teachi ngs of
havi ng the fingers and tabs spaced 120 degrees apart in order
to “provide better surrounding and centering forces to a pin
| ocated in the socket.” W find nothing in appellant’s

argunments whi ch would show error in the exam ner’s position.
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However, appellant clearly argues the claimlimtation of
the tabs having a length “less than one-quarter” that of said
fingers, and this limtation appears in independent clains 1
and 9. VWhile the examner relies on the “tabs” 44, 46 and 48
of Wirster to provide this teaching, it is clear from
Wirster’s disclosure that these el enents are not “tabs,” as
clai med, but rather “anti-tangle shields” which prevent
tangling of the sockets during tunbling or processing. These
anti-tangling shields of Wirster are not used to “guide a pin
contact,” as required by claiml, and it is a bit of a
stretch, in our view, to call these shields “lead-in tabs” as
set forth ininstant clains 1 and 9. Since the only reference
that has what m ght reasonably be considered “lead-in tabs” is
Gstapovitch and the lead-in tabs, 50, of Ostapovitch are
clearly not of a length which is “less than one-quarter” that
of the fingers, 13, the limtations of instant clains 1 and 9

are not net.

Now, the exam ner contends that it does not matter that
Ost apovi tch does not disclose stiff tabs being | ess than one-
fourth the length of the fingers because “stiff” is a relative
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termand that Ostapovitch's tabs are “stiff” relative to a
devi ce made of nore ductile material. See pages 2-3 of Paper
No. 11. However, it is our view that while “stiffness” may
be, in general, a relative term wth regard to the instant
clainms (of clainms 1 and 9, only claim1l actually recites the
tabs as being “stiff”), the “stiffness”of the tabs is relative
to the length of the fingers, i.e., the stiffness clained is
specifically that amobunt of stiffness achieved by the tabs
bei ng “l ess than one-quarter” the length of the fingers.
While nethod claim9 does not recite the tabs being “stiff,”
it is clear that the recitation of the specific Iength of the

tabs vis-'a-vis the length of the fingers does provide for a

certain degree of “stiffness.” Thus, the relative | engths of
the tabs and fingers are an inportant part of the instant
claims and the exam ner has not provided any evi dence

i ndi cating the obviousness of providing for these relative

| engt hs since the “tabs” in Wirster are not tabs at all but,
rather, anti-tangle shields and the length of the tabs in

Ost apovitch does not neet the claimlimtation of it being

“l ess than one-quarter” the length of the fingers.
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Accordingly, we will not sustain the rejection of clains
1 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103. W also wll not sustain the
rejection of clainms 5, 11 and 12 under 35 U . S.C. 8 103 since
these clains depend fromclains 1 and 9 and neither Seidler
nor Schubert, applied for other reasons in the rejections of
t he dependent cl ains, provides for the deficiencies noted

supra with regard to Gstapovitch and Wirster.

We now turn to i ndependent claim 16 whi ch does not have
the limtation of the tab | engths being | ess than one-quarter
the length of the fingers. Seidler is enployed to show the
obvi ousness of using a cylindrical shape for the contact hood.
The argunent centers about Takenouchi and whether it shows the
specifically clained structure of the fingers recited in the
| ast paragraph of claim16. It is our view that Figure 2 of
Takenouchi clearly shows the recited structure since contact
piece 19 is deformable and has a front and rear portion. The
front portion (left side) extends rearwardly and radially
inwardly and the rear portion (right side) extends rearwardly
and radially outwardly fromthe rear end of the front portion.
The rear end of the front portion is at the vertex, |abeled as
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19e in Figure 2. The rear portion has a “reversely curved
rear end with a convexly curved radially outer surface” (see
the curved portion of the right-nost portion of elenment 19 in
Figure 2) which presses radially inwardly agai nst the inside
of the hood when a pin contact is inserted into the socket

contact (See Figure 3 of Takenouchi).

Appel  ant contends that portion 19e “cannot freely
defl ect outwardly because of |imtations by definitely non-
cylindrical part 2l1le” [brief-page 7]. W di sagree. Figure 3
clearly shows that as the pin 14 is inserted, elenent 19 is
defl ected down and to the right. Therefore, when the pin 14
is inserted, elenent 19 is pressed “radially inwardly agai nst
the inside of said hood,” as clained. Mreover, the fingers
shown in instant Figures 2 and 8 are of the sanme general shape
and structure as that shown by Takenouchi. To the extent
appel lant is arguing that since the end 19d of Takenouch
noves al ong anot her portion of elenent 19 and not directly
along the cylindrical surface of the hood, the entire el enent
19 may be considered to be in contact with the inside of the
hood and when portion 19d is pressed radially inwardly, its
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novenent al ong the bottom portion of elenent 19 is still,

broadl y, “against the inside of said hood,” as clained.

Accordingly, we will sustain the rejection of claim16

under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

W will not sustain the rejection of claim 17 under
35 U S.C 8§ 103 since this claimcontains the Iimtation of
the tabs having a length “less than one-fourth the | ength of

sai d
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fingers.” Takenouchi adds nothing with regard to the
deficiencies of the references discussed supra relative to

this limtation.

We have sustained the rejection of claim16 under 35
UusS. C
8§ 103 but we have not sustained the rejections of clainms 1, 5,
9, 11, 12 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103.
Accordingly, the examiner’s decision is affirmed-in-part.
No period for taking any subsequent action in connection
with this appeal nay be extended under 37 CFR 8§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

ERRCL A. KRASS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT

JERRY SM TH APPEALS
Adm ni strative Patent Judge AND
| NTERFERENCES
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LEE E. BARRETT

10



Appeal No. 1998-3027
Application No. 08/546,179

Adm ni strative Patent Judge

g

11

)



Appeal No. 1998-3027
Application No. 08/546,179

LEON D. ROSEN, ESQ

FREI LI CH, HORNBAKER & ROSEN
10960 W LSH RE BLVD. SUI TE 840
LOS ANGELES, CA 90024

12






